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REASONS FOR REQUESTING PRE- APPEAL BRIEF REVIEW 

Claims 1-21 are pending and are set out in the Response to Office Action filed on 
May 23, 2007. 

By the Final Office Action dated August 10, 2007, claims 1-3 and 19-20 have been rejected 
under 35 USC § 102(e) over Li, U.S. Patent No. 6,519,594 Bl (hereinafter Li). Claims 4-6 and 21 
stand rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) in view of Li. Claims 7-18 stand rejected under 35 USC 
§ 103(a) over Li in view of Swartz et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,625,651 Bl (hereinafter Swartz). Thus, 
claims 1 -2 1 stand or fall on the application of Li to claim 1 . 

According to MPEP §2131, "[a] claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set 
forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art 
reference." 
Claim 1 reads: 

1 , A method for processing a batch job, comprising; 

wrapping the batch job to create an application programming interface for 
communication with a batch framework, the batch framework comprising a batch 
dispatcher class, and the batch dispatcher class further comprising a method to 
execute the batch job; and 

invoking the batch framework according to a predetermined schedule via 
execution of a command line parameter, wherein the method provides for efficient 
reuse of programming code and platform independence by encapsulating the 
batch job and providing a uniform application programming interface for 
processing the batch job according to the method. 

Appellants submit that Li fails to teach each and every element as set forth in independent 
claim 1, and consequently fails to anticipate claims 1-3 and 19-20. Specifically, Li does not 
expressly or inherently disclose a batch job as defined in the specification, execution of a 
command line parameter to invoke the batch framework, or invoking the batch framework 
according to a predetermined schedule. 
I. Li does not disclose a batch job. 

The claims are directed to a software method for administrating batch jobs on a computer 
or a computer network. The specification at page 1, lines 9-13 defines a "batch job" as follows: 
A batch job (also referred to as a batch program) is a computer software 
application (i.e., program) for performing some repetitive, low priority task that 
typically requires no direct external input (i.e., non-interactive, non- 
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conversational). Common examples of batch jobs include report generation (e.g., 
daily, weekly, monthly reports) and data updating, backup, and sorting. 
One of the limitations of batch jobs is that they are written in a computer language (SQL, C++, 
Cobol, etc.) that is tightly coupled to the specific components and services that process the batch 
jobs. Because the batch jobs are often tightly coupled to the components and services that 
processes them, it may be difficult to reuse the batch job in a different domain without 
substantial modification. In order to provide for code reuse and platform independence, the 
batch jobs may be encapsulated (or wrapped) in a language-independent application 
programming interface (API). 

Paragraph 6 of the Final Office Action has taken the unreasonably broad interpretation of a 
batch job as any computer software apphcation. However, as recited in the definition reproduced 
above, a batch job performs a repetitive, low priority task that typically requires no extemal input. 
Therefore, it is clear that a batch job is not just any computer software application, but rather is a 
specific type of computer software application, namely one that performs a repetitive, low priority 
task. As discussed above, batch jobs may be written in a variety of computer languages based 
upon the domain in which the batch job is present, making the reuse of code in a different domain 
difficult without substantial modification and rewriting. Therefore, batch jobs in particular present 
a problem when reusing code because batch jobs may be written in a variety of computer 
languages. 

The Final Office Action relied on disclosure of the application 170 depicted in Fig. 4 of Li 
and the disclosure of Li in column 2, lines 60-64 and column 4, lines 48-57 to read on the 
limitation of a batch job. Appellants note that Li discloses in column 2, lines 60-64 and column 4, 
lines 48-57 that implementing a Java Virtual Machine (JVM) on an operating system allows for a 
variety of applications to operate vvith the operating system. Li discloses that the variety of 
application may include "desktop applications, applets and internet based applications, home 
networking applications, MPEG applets, gaming, gaming applications and next generation audio- 
visual appUcations." Appellants note that none of these applications are disclosed as or inherent of 
a batch job as specifically defined in the specification and described above. Therefore, Li does not 
disclose a batch job." 
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II. Li does not disclose invoking the batch framework via execution of a command line 
parameter. 

As disclosed in lines 16-21 on page 5 of the specification, the batch framework 10 provides 
a simple and consistent command line interface for requesting that a batch job be executed, as 
recited in the pending claims. 

The Fmal Office Action relied on disclosure in column 7, Imes 42-65 and column 5, line 64 
through column 6, line 2 of Li to read on these limitations. In column 5, line 64 through column 6, 
Une 2, Li provides disclosure of a general purpose computer system 112 that may include an 
alphanumeric input device 106 and a directing device 107 for communicating user input 
information and command selections to a central processor 101. Appellants respectfully submit 
that this general disclosure of inputting command selections through a user input device does not 
provide any disclosure of executing the batch framework via execution of a command line 
parameter. Appellants note that the term "command line" is a term of art widely recognized by 
those skilled in the art. Appellants respectfully submit that the general disclosure of inputting 
command selections from an alphanumeric input device 106 is not disclosure or inherent of 
disclosure of a "command line" as would be recognized by those skilled in the art. For example, 
the general disclosure of the alphanumeric input device 106 may provide command selections in a 
MICROSOFT WINDOWS computer through selection of the WINDOWS key and selections 
made through the arrow and "Enter" keys. One skilled in the art will recognize that this is not 
disclosure of a "command line." Further, assuming arguendo that the general disclosure of the 
alphanumeric input device 106 providing command selections does disclose a command line, there 
is no disclosure that these command selections are used to invoke the batch framework via 
execution of a parameter in the command line or a command line parameter. 

Further, Li discloses in colunrn 7, lines 42-65 provides for general description of the 
JavaLayer framework including disclosure that the JavaLayer framework may support JVM for 
multiple applications through sharing a scheduler and other features. Appellants respectfully 
submit that the cited portion of Li does not provide any disclosure on how the JavaLayer 
framework (interpreted as the batch framework by the Final Office Action) is invoked. 

III. Li does not disclose invoking the batch framework according to a predetermined schedule. 
As recited in claim 1, the API wrapping the batch job provides for communication with a 

batch framework, which comprises a batch dispatcher class that further comprises a method to 
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execute the batch job. Lines 4-6 on page 4 of the specification recite, "Batch job dispatcher class 
100 is the main (i.e., public) entry point into batch framework 10, this is batch job dispatcher class 
100 is the executable that is invoked in order to use the functionality provided by the framework." 
As noted in the discussion of batch jobs on page 1 of the specification, a common example of a 
batch job includes report generation that may be periodically executed according to a schedule, 
such as a weekly report or a monthly report. 

The Final Office Action relied on column 7, lines 42-65 of Li to read on these limitations. 
Column 7, lines 42-65 provides for general description of the JavaLayer framework including 
disclosure that the JavaLayer framework may support JVM for multiple applications through 
sharing a scheduler and other features. That is, Li discloses that a scheduler may be part of the 
JavaLayer framework (interpreted as the batch framework by the Final Office Action). Li does not 
disclose that the JavaLayer framework is invoked using the scheduler. As noted in paragraph 1 1 of 
the Office Action dated February 27, 2007, "Li is silent that there is a service performed in relation 
to the scheduler." Further, Li does not disclose that the JavaLayer framework is invoked according 
to a predetermined schedule. 
rV. Summary 

As discussed in detail above, Li does not provide any express or inherent disclosure of a 
batch job as defined in the specification, execution of a command line parameter to invoke the 
batch framework, or invoking the batch framework according to a predetermined schedule. 
Because Li fails to disclose each and every element as set forth in claim 1, either expressly or 
inherently, the Final Office Action is unable to establish a prima facie case of anticipation. 
Accordingly, independent claim 1 and all of the dependent claims 2-21 are allowable over the 
prior art of record for the reasons discussed above. 



43463.01/4000.00700 



4 



Attprney Docket No: IDF 139S (4000-00700) 



Patent 



CONCLUSION 



If any fee is due as a result of the filing of this paper, please appropriately charge such fee 
to Deposit Account Number 21-0765, Sprint. If a petition for extension of time is necessary in 
order for this paper to be deemed timely filed, please consider this a petition therefore. 

If a telephone conference would facilitate the resolution of any issue or expedite the 
prosecution of the application. Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at the telephone 
number given below. 




Respectfully submitted, 



Date: 



CoNLEY Rose, P.C. 

5700 Granite Parkway, Suite 330 

Piano, Texas 75024 

(972) 731-2288 

(972) 73 1-2289 (facsimile) 
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